
To: Burke, Thomas[Burke.Thomas@epa.gov]; Grevatt, Peter[Grevatt.Peter@epa.gov]; Beauvais, 
Joei[Beauvais.Joel@epa.gov] 
From: Meiburg, Stan 
Sent: Wed 4/27/2016 7:01:56 PM 
Subject: Fwd: PFC Methods Update 

I don't know what to make of this. 

Stan 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Zintek, Lawrence" 
To: "Meiburg, Stan" 
Cc: "Burke, Thomas" 

Mathy" 
Peter" 
Subject: PFC Methods Update 

Stan, 

"Grevatt, 

There seems to be a need for PFC methods now. Labs are using or referencing EPA method 
537 or a modified version for every matrix. This leads to unknown in-house methods being 
used and the variability in data. EPA Method 53 7 is intended for drinking water. I heard 
an inquiry was made by a New England Senator recently. We can move on this now. We 
have methods (ASTM D7979-15 and D7968-14) for matrices other than drinking water, 
EPA just has to give the nod to use them. Labs will not use them if EPA does not give the 
go ahead, they will say they are using 537 to appease their customer when they are actually 
not. You will see what is going on below and how we are losing control, we need to regain 
control and lead. The methods are modem, easy, very qualitative (less false positives than 
537 by using 2 SRM transitions and ion ratios), tested extensively in-house and used for 
ORD/NRMRL on various matrices (soil and water) and brings the analysis into the present, 
not 20-30 years back in time. We need to lead in methods. 

A couple weeks ago at the DoD meeting in St. Louis most labs were talking about using 
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EPA Method 537 or a modified version of Method 537 no matter what the matrix. We are 
not doing drinking water here in Region 5 so we are not using Method 537. I was the only 
one at the DoD meeting not using EPA Method 537 or a modified 537. The modified 
versions are so modified in many cases they are no longer EPA method 537. They are 
referencing 537 for soils! That means they are actually using single-lab validated methods 
for the analysis ofPFCs even though they are referencing 537. Janice Wiley from 
NA VSEA, 843-794-7346, at our meeting said the labs are using all different methods and 
the data is not consistent between labs. Pamela Hamlett from the Air Force, 
======~===' at lunch said that the data coming back from the labs is very 
poor, bad QC. The contract labs that were present acknowledged the two ASTM methods 
that were developed here and support their use. DoD presentation attached. 

I could make this e-mail very long but I think you will get the point. 

My comment- The contract labs are using the ASTM methods but they can't say they are or 
they won't get any business so they have to say they are using a modified EPA method 537 
as shown above. These modified methods are not 537. 
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We were set to multi-lab validate the 2 ASTM methods beginning Dec. 2015-Jan. 2016. 
We would have been close to being done by May-June 2016. It was decided by HQ not to 
validate the ASTM methods but to redo the methods and put them in SW -846 because 
people at OLEM did not want to reference ASTM methods. According to NTTA, attached 
article, EPA should be referencing consensus standards so not to have to re-invent the 
wheel and to save money. The two ASTM methods that were developed here were given to 
OW /OS&T and OLEM/SW -846 and they were not interested to publish so they were taken 
to ASTM. These are EPA methods, just at ASTM. 

The list of volunteer (free) lab participants that I had lined up to help validate is below: 
(now it is summer, busy time, it will be hard to get them to volunteer again until late fall) 

ThermoFisher sent a couple reps here a few weeks ago to learn how to do PFC analysis, 
they are getting requests from their customers. 
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Linda Gaines from OSR TI sent out an analyte list yesterday (attached), I can work on 
adding the few new analytes to the method and single-lab validate. 

Carolyn Acheson from ORD/NRMRL suggestion to Linda Gaines below: 

ED_001449_00003344 



My suggestions. 

1) The 2 ASTM methods should be approved for use by EPA now. Each batch of 
samples contains all the QC- Cal. Curve, Method blanks, reporting limit checks, laboratory 
control spikes, matrix spikes, duplicates and end calibration checks. (Small comparison of 
537 and the ASTM methods attached as Excel sheet.) This will allow up-to-date methods 
to be used for matrices other than drinking water. This will also allow for a level playing 
field of data being produced in order to compare results. Presently everything is referenced 
as a 537 method which they are not. 

2) New analytes of interest to EPA can be added to the 2 ASTM Methods and utilized by 
labs to work the bugs out before validation. 

3) The attorney's approved the CRADA to study the unknown PFCs, that will be going 
to Kaplan "soon" to sign. (Side project for this work) 

4) Validate the new methods. (validate once this way instead validating the initial 
methods first and then validating the newer versions) 

5) Work on new analytes of interest again if required. 

There are more details I can bore you with but I will stop. I have to get back to work. 

Any questions let me know, 
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Larry 

Lawrence Zintek, Ph.D. 

US EPA Region 5 Chicago Regional Laboratory 

lOth Floor 

536 South Clark Street 

Chicago, IL 60605 

312-886-2925 
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